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Fractiticrnesrs® Contact Lens Freferesnce

The unigueness and individuality of optometric practitioners
is amazing. Fractitioners opinions wvary in all areas from the
method of determining a spectacle prescription  to setting up a
treatment plan for an ocular  dissase. These individual
apnroaches are why optometry is  often considered more an &t
than a science, This survey was designed o show practitionsrs’
praferences in the area of ceontact lenses. The Ik e matdoon
Feceived was intended to  brosden  the understanding  of contact
lensss  bevond the academic setting by learning  the trancds
practitionsrs today are following.

The areas involved ranged from favorite hydrogel and rigid
gas permeable (REBPY lenses to preferred presbyopic contact lens
correction end preferred disinfection systems. & oopy  of the
survey appesars in figuwre 1.

Methods

The survey was distributed to one hundeoed anclonly chosen

Michigan optometrists. An explanatory cover letter was included

providing the purpose for the study and girections o complete
The gusstionaira. The questions were to be answered using

inces, observations, and opinions.
In ouestions one through five the participants were
renuesterd to list their top three lens brands in regards  to Fit,

durab i

lity, deposit resistance, and consistency of rotation in
toric lenses, Guestion six entailed identifying their most often
prescribed methods of presbyopic contact lens correction. Wi 1 e

amven through nine involved providing percentages o et ermi ne



the most  Conmonliy cribed  wearing schaedules  and the role e

somtact 1ens irn their practice. The last guestion concarned

liating the care system of choice for rigid lenses antd a svsten
for hyvdrogsl lensss.
Fpamul be

a 21%  response  rate, Marry of bhe

The survey achelve

guestionaires were returned  with  wnenswered gquestions. Tl

oractitionsrs  that Fmri el pveEnly  betwesn  minimal

nE practices,

contact Iens Fithing  and predominatly contact

Tables
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Thie responzes from the guestions  are listed in

The DuFazoft 7 lens was chosen as the most often fit and

spherical daily wear lens, with Cibasoft a

abd e hvie o

for the most often it lans. The number one cholos

in deposit resistance Prvehrooel lenses  was  the OB lens,

keespiig 0 mind  that patient tear chemisbtry, dismintechtion

et b ardd  EnvLeormne play maioe roles in deposit formation.

was  the Roston IV lens. Mo

The most popular  REF lens

particular H Tens  stood  out in deposit resistance, altbhough

pften  than other

Boston IV and  Polvoor I3 were  chosen mo

Dy ani

zignificance was lacking.

The top toric hydrogel lens was  the Optima Toric with the

Durascdft Opbifit toric listed as the lens with the least or mizst
consigtent  rotation. The Acuvue lens was  shown  as  the

disposable lens of cheoice although practitionsrs from this atudy
generajly fit  less than 15% of thelr patisnts with this type of

1ers ., Tensss were ohosen 100%  over  REF D lensess foy




extended wear, with Egusalens the number one REP listed and
Durasoft 3 the favored hydrogel. All practitioners reported more
use overall of hydroaosl lesnses thasn RGP.

The preferred contact lIens correction for pressbhvopes was
monovision at &&6.6%, the second choice being distance contact
lenses with a reading prescription at 27.8%.  The favored wearing
gohednle was shown fo bBe dally wesr with flesible wear and lastly
@ bemden wear Far hehind,  bedng FI0 dn oonly  10% of bhe Cases.
For hvdrogel lensss thes hvdrogen peroxide disinfection sysitems
appeared most populss with 6. 0. Sept listed as thse nusbsr one
brand. The most popular chemical syatem listed was Uptifres.
Overwhelmingly, the Hosten svstem by Felvmer Technology was
preferred for RGF iensas.

Conclusions

The survey resulis show that rarely is one particular lens
Brand an  obvious numbesr  one o all practitioners. Considering
Chere are over ong  hundesd hydrogel spherical lenses on the
mar ket it ds sweprlsing bo Fingd any pwm$wréncmmh P b b ool
Wesl ev-Jeseesn as the preferred hydrogel manufactursrs and Folymer
Technolagy as the REBP producer was noted. The results snliaghten
the optometric student as to the number of different lenses used
in the practice satting and encourage the new practitioner to
attempt $ittings with brands from other than the maior
manufacturers used gredominatly in their earlier trainingo.

An  epupectsd  result was  the preference of hydrogsel lenses
over REP lenses with daily wear the wearing schedule of choice.

Diaposable lenses and extended wear schedules appesr to be on the



Fism, but of the optometrists surveyed their uss is minimal,
generally prescribed in less than 284 of their patients. A
report 4rom the Contact lens Forum in January 1990 stated
disposable ceontact lenses making modest strides since their
introdurtion, specialty lens fitting on the rise, and incrsase in
part time lens wsar, angd stagrnation in the REF market. a&lthough
thve  survey  of  Michigan  Optometrists supporte  the Forum®s
chsarvatd on regarding  RBPs, an article by Maruna, Yoder, and
Andrasko (1989 stated an  increase in RGP use compared to
hydrogel use over the past two years and predicted an
acceleration in RGP use during the pext few years. Though these
results by Maruna et. al. were found, it appears that more
research is reqguiresd in this area since other surveve still show
the RGP 1agging. I+ is the opinion of thig surveyor that until
patients are willing to pay the higher fees associated with rigid
lenses and practitionsrs take interest in accepting the fitting
challenges of REFs, the hydrogel will continue o advance in the
mar et leaving the REF bebisd,

The results of & survey by Weiseman, Remba, and Fugedy
(1987)  found many practitioners employing the extended wear
design, but compromising by decreasing the number of days of wear
before removal and disinfection, 70% suggesting weskly ramoval.
Though presently all extended wear lenses are to be disinfected
weskly, it is difficult to determine the compliance level by
practitioners and patients. The survey of Michigan opiometrists
Found 70% of practitioners using flexible wear in less than 10%

pf their patients. Considering it ds a proven fact that extended
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Figure 1.

***Practitioner's Contact Lens Preference Survey***

Soft spherical daily wear lenses you fit most often:
1l Cibasoft, 2 B&L Optima, 3 Hydrocurve

Soft spherical daily wear lenses you fit most often:
L. 24 3

a. Soft lenses which you find are most durable:
1 2. ; 3

b. Soft lenses which by your observation resist build up and
deposits the best:

1. 2 ' 3.
List your top daily wear rigid materials:
1 2. 3

a. RGP lenses which by your observation resist build up and
deposits the best:

1 2% 2
Soft toric lenses you fit most often:
L. 2 3

a. Soft toric lenses which you feel have the least or most
consistent rotation:

§ 2 3
Disposable ienses you fit most often:
1 2 3

Circle your extended wear lens of choice: RGP or Hydrogel
a. List your RGP extended wear materials:

1 2. 3.
b. List your extended wear hydrogel brands:
Lcq 25 3

Circle your most often prescribed contact lens correction for
presbyopes:

Distance CL's with reading Rx

roprovision

Bifocal CL's (both RGP & hydrogel)

Of the wearing schedules listed, what percentage of each do
you fit in practice?
a. Daily wear

b. Extended wear

c. Flexible wear

What percent of your practice is based on soft CL fitting?
a. of those soft lenses what percent are disposable?

b. Do you prefer to fit disposables on a daily wear or
extended wear schedule?

What percent of your practice is based on RGP fitting?

What is your care system of choice for
a. hydrogel lenses?

b. RGP lenses?



Table 1.

Soft spherical daily wear lenses chosen in top three

Durasoft 22 10 Total Responses 47

Cibasoft ?

Iera-b D Manufacturer’s Represented

Zero-y4 & Wesley—-Jessen 13747 27 7%
Optima 38 & Ciba Vision Corp. 11747 2E. 4%
Acuatl ex 3 Allergan Optical /47 19,30
Eodge 11 3 Bauvsch -+ Lomb 5/47 1. &4
Ciba HStd. @ Ooul e Soidesnces S/a47 10, 6%
81 i HBola/BarneseHind 4747 ., 5%
(st I 2

Botspin ;

%the number correlates to the number of times the lens appearsd
in the top threes.

Table 2.

Mast durable soft lense

ifi

Durasott 2 ii Total Responses B7

Laro—é& 5

[ATwIRE-E B W= 5 Marmaf acturer’s Represented

Zi b amodt i Weal py-—Jesssn 147357 % o b A
Folege 11 i Allergan Optical P 18.9%
My el omuess LT iz Sola/ Barneas-kind mlsd 13- E%
O ki me N3 A Fausch + lLomb 8157 108
B+ L BE 1 Ciba Vision Corp. I Ba.1%
Gal 3 Goular Soilences JLE7 8. 1%
Hydrasoft i Coast Vision 1A57 P
Mini-lens i

Soft Mate R 1

Zero—4



Table .

o+t Lenses which resist deposits best

CSI

Durasoft 2
Aguafl ex
Lero-b&
Cibasoft
Zero-4

(AT RAVANE)

{ IS W W
Eelge 11

s e s 1

By e s LI
Optima U5
Farmatlex Thin
Soft Mate B

il e S VS 2 N

Tanle 4.

Total Responses 20

Manufacturers Represented

Sol a/Barnes~Hind g /30 Pt 2 ke 4
Weslay-—-Jessen 8/.30 Z2hH.TFL

Allergan Optical B30

Ciba Vision Oorp. WD
Coopervi sl on 1 /350
Fatesoh = Ltmi 1430
Coawmt Vsl on 14350
G s 8ol @ences 1 L350
Yiastalkon 17750

Riagid Bas Permeable daily wesr listed in top three

Roston IV
Bostorn 11
Enual ens
Flouroperm 30
Farapsrm 02
Polyeon TI
Boshon RxD
Optaceryl &0
BEF

IR W RO WD

Takble 5.
RGP lenses which

Boston IV
Folycon II
Equalens
Flouroperm 30
Faraperm 02
RBoston RxD
Optacryl &0
Boston I1
Flures 700
SEF

EEE Rt % R G P -

Total Responses e

Manufacturers Represented
Folymer Technology 18/33

Faragon Optical 10/75E
Gola/Barnes—Hind RAEE
Permeable Contact 2AEE

resist deposits best

Total Responses 24

Manufacturers Represented
Folymer Technology 106/24

FParagon Optical 8/24
Sol a/Rarnes—Hind 4/24
67 Labs 1724
Fermeable Contact 1724

1&. 7%

be 77

e wmw
RO

e
gt i

54. 54
o i v 4
F. 1%

& l%

41.7%
33.3%
16.7%
4., 2%
4.2%



Table 6.

Hydrogel Torice Listed in top three

Optima

Torisoft
Durasoft Optifit
Hydrocurve 11
Durasoft 3 Toric
Hyidroeon
Hydrasoft

Hy el e o

Fycediory Wi tes T
Bt em

Bursenf T

Vi st amar o

-t

hh sk bt e R B DO e

Table 7.

Toric Hydrogels wiith ths

Mydron Ultra T
Bpactrum

S god

Vi st amear

Durasoft Dptifit =
Optima =
Torisoft 5
Hydrocuwrve 11 4
Durasoft 11 ?
Hydrasoft .
Hydrocon i
Hy e mmar o i
i
1
i
1

Tahle 8.

Digsposables fit most often

ACuvue 13720 &5
New Vues 8 /20 207
Beepquence 220 159

& .

Total Responses 47

Manufacturers Reprassented

Hesl ey-—-Jesaan 1%/47
Pausch + Lomb 11747
Gibhe Vision Corp. 11/47
Qula/Barmnes-Hind =47
Homtuar arav
W et ke o PO R
A1 L ergan Optdoal Al
Cieverest VMiedon 1747

Manufacturers Represented

Wesl ey—-Jessen 1G/348
Rausch + Lomb 87/ 56
Cibha Vigion Corp. &/ 56
8ol a/Barnes-~Hind &4/36
Coast Vision 25

Vistakon 2LEE
Bt leargan Optical 17356
bt L 1758

Table 9.

Preferred contact lens correction

for preshyopes

Monovision 12718

Distance CL's 5718
with Reading Fx

Bifocal Cl°s 1/18

gast or most consistent rotation
Total Responses 36

27.8%

"
b i

16,74
11.1%4
5. 6%
. &%
2. 8%
R

L& 6T
27.8%

S. &%



Tahle 10.

Rigid gas permeable extended wear materials in top thres

Equalens a2 Total Responses i4

Fluoroperm 92 3

Paraperm EW 2 Manufacturers Represented

Flurex 700 i Folymer Technology B7/14 857 14
Paragon Optical S/14 35. 74
GT Labs 1714 7 S A

Taklle L1.

Fyerooel exbended wear brands in bop three
b

Durasoft X 7 Total Responsses bt

A e &

Zer -4 & Manufacturers Represented

Optima EW 4 wesley-lessen S/EE 25. 7%

Hydrocurve 3 Allergan Optical &/3E5 17.1%

Permaflex Thin = Yistakon &/35 17.1%

Softcon EW 2 Sola/Barnes—Hind 4735 11.4%

CS8I T 1 Coopervision I35 8. 4%

Versaflex i Ciba Vision Corp. 2735 T
Ocular Bcience 1735 2eTh

Disinftection Systems of choloe

(& BTh W e

Chemd cal &R Tkon B Feast on 18248 B35, 3%

Myl Feroxi de 12719 &3 W% el e gan AR i o A

MHeat 1719 oAy

Table 13.
Wearing Schedules Prescribed

Daily prescribed in 30-60% of Patients by 22.2% of practitioners

7O-80% 44.4%
85-100% I3.3%
Futended Wear 5104 W A
15-25% 47.1%
Flexible Wear L=10% &% 2%

20-25% 30 TL
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